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definitions of transnational organized crime and organized crime facilitation that would support decision 

rules that would allow us to capture a range of groups involved in TOC.  

2.1 Methodology 

The study relied on data maintained by the United States Sentencing Commission (USSC). In the first 

step, we used electronic data on guidelines application collected by the U.S. Sentencing Commission 

(USSC) to identify convicted offenders who are likely to be TOC facilitators. In the second step, we 

reviewed pre-sentence investigation reports (PSRs) for those who appear to be facilitators to determine 

whether they are, in fact, facilitators with ties to TOC, to develop a statistical method to identify 

facilitators from among all those that have been convicted and received a federal sentence since 2006. In 

the third step, we collected detailed contextual information regarding the facilitator and the organization 

they supported. The result was a rich body of information on a sizeable pool of facilitators from which to 

generate descriptive information.  

2.1.1 Data Sources 

As outlined in Radakrishnan et al. (in press), the USSC maintains two sets of information relevant to 

the study: (1) a public use data file containing demographic, sentencing, and sentencing guidelines 

application information on offenders sentenced in federal court, and (2) PSRs generated by federal 

probation officers for the judge’s consideration at sentencing, and maintained by the USSC.  

USSC Monitoring Data 

The USSC dataset is offender-level and details the mechanisms by which an offender receives their 

sentencing guideline recommendations and the rationale. It includes information codified from each 

defendant’s PSR. Aside from demographic information, the USSC dataset also contains information 

found by the court to be fact, including information about drug amounts and types, details of the crime 

and criminal history. Information not found elsewhere includes their nationality of origin, their plea, 

whether or not they used a minor in commission of the crime.   For this study, we obtained a Cooperative 
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	Transnational Organized Crime (TOC) results in millions of victims annually, threatens peace, and undermines the economic, social, cultural, political and civil development of societies globally (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2016). TOC takes a variety of forms, including drug trafficking, human trafficking, migrant smuggling, money laundering and illicit trading of firearms (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2016). In 2009, TOC generated approximately US$870 billion in proceeds – an est
	The literature on TOCFs is very limited, and past work includes case studies and some empirical work done in the Netherlands (Kleemans, 2007; Van Koppen, Vere, DePoot, Kleemans, & Nieuwbeerta, 2010.) This study addresses the dearth of information about TOCFs by seeking to develop a method for identifying criminal facilitators of TOC within existing datasets and extend the available descriptive information about facilitators through analysis of pre-sentence investigation reports (PSRs). The study involved a 
	1  We attempted to interview a sample of 100 facilitators incarcerated in Federal prisons to learn about the ways they initiated criminal facilitation for TOC networks, what skills and expertise TOC networks sought assistance with, and how they exploited otherwise licit institutions and infrastructure to carry out global criminal enterprises. We did not receive approval from the Bureau of Prisons to conduct the interviews in federal 
	1  We attempted to interview a sample of 100 facilitators incarcerated in Federal prisons to learn about the ways they initiated criminal facilitation for TOC networks, what skills and expertise TOC networks sought assistance with, and how they exploited otherwise licit institutions and infrastructure to carry out global criminal enterprises. We did not receive approval from the Bureau of Prisons to conduct the interviews in federal 

	prisons. As an alternate, we pursued interviewing federal offenders that had been released and were serving probation, but the sample was spread across too many districts to support the alternate approach.  
	prisons. As an alternate, we pursued interviewing federal offenders that had been released and were serving probation, but the sample was spread across too many districts to support the alternate approach.  

	In this summary report we outline the steps we have taken throughout each phase of this study. This study has resulted in the development of two manuscripts documenting the findings from the model development activities and the USSC PSR data collection activities (Radakrishnan, et al., (in press) and Chapman, Smith, Neary, Drucker, & Jalbert, (in press)). 
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	The objective of this study was to explore whether a tested methodology (i.e., using federal data sources to support systematic data collection) could be applied to a population of offenders that were more difficult to locate with the goal of adding to the  extant literature (e.g., 
	The objective of this study was to explore whether a tested methodology (i.e., using federal data sources to support systematic data collection) could be applied to a population of offenders that were more difficult to locate with the goal of adding to the  extant literature (e.g., 
	Bales & Lize, 2005
	Bales & Lize, 2005

	; 
	Shelley & Picarelli, 2002
	Shelley & Picarelli, 2002

	; 
	Kleemans, 2007
	; 
	Van Koppen, et al., 2010
	Van Koppen, et al., 2010

	) on facilitators of transnational organized crime. To achieve this objective, the study was designed to explore the following three research questions:  

	1) What can be learned from federal sentencing data and pre-sentence investigation reports regarding facilitators of transnational organized crime? 
	1) What can be learned from federal sentencing data and pre-sentence investigation reports regarding facilitators of transnational organized crime? 
	1) What can be learned from federal sentencing data and pre-sentence investigation reports regarding facilitators of transnational organized crime? 

	2) What can be learned from federal sentencing data and pre-sentence investigation reports regarding the TOC organizations supported by facilitators?  
	2) What can be learned from federal sentencing data and pre-sentence investigation reports regarding the TOC organizations supported by facilitators?  

	3) Can we derive typologies and modalities of criminal organizations and facilitators from systematically collected data and evidence at the US Sentencing Commission? If so, what do these typologies and modalities look like?  
	3) Can we derive typologies and modalities of criminal organizations and facilitators from systematically collected data and evidence at the US Sentencing Commission? If so, what do these typologies and modalities look like?  


	The project team began the study by establishing study definitions of both transnational organized crime and facilitators. We began with the key elements of organized crime, as defined in the literature (e.g., Albanese, 2000), and then borrowed elements included in federal definitions of organized and transnational organized crime (e.g., United Nations 2004, White House, 2011) to establish working 
	definitions of transnational organized crime and organized crime facilitation that would support decision rules that would allow us to capture a range of groups involved in TOC.  
	2.1 Methodology 
	The study relied on data maintained by the United States Sentencing Commission (USSC). In the first step, we used electronic data on guidelines application collected by the U.S. Sentencing Commission (USSC) to identify convicted offenders who are likely to be TOC facilitators. In the second step, we reviewed pre-sentence investigation reports (PSRs) for those who appear to be facilitators to determine whether they are, in fact, facilitators with ties to TOC, to develop a statistical method to identify facil
	2.1.1 Data Sources 
	As outlined in Radakrishnan et al. (in press), the USSC maintains two sets of information relevant to the study: (1) a public use data file containing demographic, sentencing, and sentencing guidelines application information on offenders sentenced in federal court, and (2) PSRs generated by federal probation officers for the judge’s consideration at sentencing, and maintained by the USSC.  
	USSC Monitoring Data 
	The USSC dataset is offender-level and details the mechanisms by which an offender receives their sentencing guideline recommendations and the rationale. It includes information codified from each defendant’s PSR. Aside from demographic information, the USSC dataset also contains information found by the court to be fact, including information about drug amounts and types, details of the crime and criminal history. Information not found elsewhere includes their nationality of origin, their plea, whether or 
	Agreement with the Sentencing Commission to supplement the public data with two variables (Docket ID and Defendant Number), which allowed us to collapse the individual-level dataset into criminal cases.2  
	2  See Sharmini et al., (in press) for details on the process used to identify cases within the USSC data, the challenges that came up, and how they were addressed.  
	2  See Sharmini et al., (in press) for details on the process used to identify cases within the USSC data, the challenges that came up, and how they were addressed.  

	Pre-Sentence Investigation Reports 
	The PSR is a report generated by federal probation officers for the judge’s consideration at sentencing and includes summaries of the presentence investigation that aims to provide a timely, accurate, objective, and comprehensive report to the court. The report is intended to assist the court in making a fair sentencing decision and to assist corrections and community corrections officials in managing offenders under their supervision. This information provides a clear and concise description of the defenda
	2.1.2 Model Development 
	One of the objectives of the study was to explore a method to sift through the over 630,000 records present in the USSC data and find facilitators of TOC. The first challenge is that, while there are federal statutes that are suggestive of organized criminal activity, one cannot be sure that organized criminal activity is transnational. The second challenge is that there is no criterion offense that confirms the role of the defendant was as a facilitator, rather than a member of the criminal organization. H
	There were multiple steps involved in the development of the model that would ultimately allow us to estimate the number of facilitators prosecuted federally. The first step, was to identify the universe of potential facilitators by identifying the federal statutes of interest for the study (see Appendix B for a list of specific statutes of interest). The second step was to use the USSC Data to group the offenders into types of conspiracies and estimate probabilities of particular offenders being facilitato
	3  Since statute was the governing attribute, each person charged under a statute of interest was assigned a probability, which shifted over time as we refined the model. As coded data returned from PSR collection, we used these data in the next round of prediction by adding the collected PSRs to a “teaching” dataset. This “teaching” dataset was then used by the machine learning algorithms to assign weights and predict probabilities on the entire USSC data. As more PSRs were coded, the accuracy of the predi
	3  Since statute was the governing attribute, each person charged under a statute of interest was assigned a probability, which shifted over time as we refined the model. As coded data returned from PSR collection, we used these data in the next round of prediction by adding the collected PSRs to a “teaching” dataset. This “teaching” dataset was then used by the machine learning algorithms to assign weights and predict probabilities on the entire USSC data. As more PSRs were coded, the accuracy of the predi

	Figure 1. Predictive Model Flow Chart 
	 
	Figure
	2.1.3 PSR Data Collection 
	As reflected above, there were two stages of data collection from the PSRs. The first was to screen cases for TOC and then individual offenders for facilitation. The second was to extract detailed information from the PSRs.  
	Screening for TOC and Facilitation. Using the study definitions and the information consistently available in PSRs, we established criteria for determining whether a case involved TOC and an offender engaged in facilitating behavior. Coders reviewed PSRs and answered a set of screening questions, the response to which were used to identify cases and offenders of interest to the study. Coders also systematically collected available data on the following topics: the defendant’s role in the instant offense, 
	recruitment, motivation, payment, arrest, history facilitating, link to the organization, as well as information related to the structure or sophistication of the organization. See Chapman et al., (in press) for a more detailed discussion of the data coding process. 
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	As reflected in the Exhibit below, the study team started with a dataset that included over 650,000 records of offenders that had been convicted and sentenced since 2006. Through multiple rounds of sampling, the study team identified a pool of 266 facilitators linked to 149 cases of TOC (see Figure 2).  
	Figure 2 Flow Chart Reflecting the Final set of TOC cases and TOC Facilitators Identified 
	 
	Figure
	Most of the 266 facilitators in the sample were engaged in the transportation of people, goods or money. This makes sense because most of the statutes identified as likely to involve international activity involved trafficking of some sort, which requires facilitation of that movement. In part, this is because of the sampling methods used, but is also because a large element of crime is concerned with primarily physical objects, and it follows from logic that much of the crime that is international would al
	concerned with the transfer of goods across borders. And, once these goods are imported/exported, something must be done with the proceeds. Therefore, it is not surprising that the next highest type of facilitator is money laundering. Less common forms of facilitation among the sample included, fraud, bribery/corruption, providing radio communications, and other material support, like medical support or martial arts training.  
	Little is known about why facilitators decide to support criminal organizations. Among the identified facilitators whose PSR described motivation (n=129), money played an important role, with close to 70 percent of the facilitators reporting that one of the reasons they facilitated was for the money. This was especially true for facilitators involved in the transport of drugs, whereas the other facilitator groups were motivated by other factors that included, for example, satisfying a debt, threat or force,
	When asked about the specifics of their payment, the majority of the facilitators that described their payment (n=147) reported being paid in cash. While money appears to have been the primary motivator among this group of facilitators, we were also interested in how the facilitators were recruited and why. While this information was less available, personal relationships appears to have played an important role in recruitment among this sample. Close to three quarters of the facilitators that provided info
	We were also interested in the extent to which the PSRs would support learning about the organization that was being facilitated. For this assessment, coders looked at all PSRs linked to a particular case (149), regardless of the defendant’s role in the offense. While the PSRs provided enough information to establish minimum criteria used to determine TOC, i.e., international connections and 
	involved two or more people, the extent to which PSRs could be used to determine where the organization fits along a continuum of elements of an organized criminal group (i.e., role specification, use of force or threat of force, use of corruption, self-identification) was also explored through the study. Coders reported being able to record data on some elements of the organization in 30 percent of the cases, with information on the countries involved more commonly available.  
	See the paper Chapman, et al. (in press) for a full description and discussion of facilitator and TOC characteristics identified through the use of PSRs.  
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	The study successfully applied electronic demographic and sentencing data maintained by the USSC to the development of a statistical model to identify a population of offenders that are more difficult to locate among all felons sentenced in the federal system.  
	While the PSRs were essential to validating and building the model, they also proved that once a sample is identified, the PSRs provide a rich source of information on those identified to be facilitators of TOC. While there are guidelines for probation officers to use when drafting PSR, the PSRs only include what is known, so the absence of information does not necessarily mean that it is not known or relevant, just that it is not known at the time the report was written.  
	What we found was that some topics of interest were systematically more available than others. The PSRs were universally detailed on the role the defendant played in the instant offense, their capture, and the TOC crime they were supporting. Details on motivation, payment, history of facilitating, and other factors were more difficult to ascertain from the PSRs. For instance information on recruitment was available for one in three PSRs reviewed. And while the PSRs were a useful source on locations of the o
	Despite the constraint that the study sources limit the population to felons sentenced in the federal system, the study demonstrates the utility of PSRs in supporting systematic data collection to improve 
	understanding of the range in facilitating activities, the types of facilitating activities that support different types of TOC activity, specifics of a particular role, and the extent to which a defendant has a history facilitating criminal activity. Also encouraging was that the study identified different patterns in recruitment and motivation among facilitator types, especially those involved in transporting illegal immigrants. We found that persons facilitating the transport of illegal immigrants engage
	These patterns could be further explored by examining PSRs for a representative sample of different types of facilitators. With a larger sample, one could examine differences within and across facilitator types, confirming and expanding upon the above findings, all of which would inform law enforcement efforts to identify, investigate, and deter facilitation of TOC.  
	A better understanding of how facilitators support TOC, their roles and connections to TOC networks—how relationships develop, how facilitators are approached or recruited, etc., can produce information about areas in which confidential informants may be more easily developed or undercover agents installed (e.g., employees of companies used to hide proceeds of TOC or actually commit crimes on behalf of TOC networks, such as transportation companies, hotels, farms, factories, landscaping companies).  
	Understanding the trajectories and criminal careers of TOC facilitators will also benefit the academic community greatly by contributing to general criminological knowledge and a broader understanding of criminal involvement in TOC.  
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	Title 8 › Chapter 12 › Subchapter II › Part VIII › § 1323 – 81323   Unlawful bringing of aliens into United States 
	Title 8 › Chapter 12 › Subchapter II › Part VIII › § 1324 – 81324    Bringing in and Harboring Certain Aliens 
	Title 8 › Chapter 12 › Subchapter II › Part VIII › § 1328 – 81328    Importation of alien for immoral purpose 
	Title 18 › Part I › Chapter 11 › § 201 – 18201    Bribery of Public Officials and witnesses 
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	Title 18 › Part I › Chapter 77 › § 1592 – 181592   Unlawful conduct with respect to documents in furtherance of trafficking, peonage,    slavery, involuntary servitude, or forced labor 
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	DEFENDANT'S FINAL CRIMINAL HISTORY CATEGORY (I-VI), AS DETERMINED BY THE COURT. 
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	MONRACE 

	RACE VARIABLE. MONRACE IS PREFERRED OVER NEWRACE AS NEWRACE IS DERIVATIVE AND ONLY CATEGORIZES DEFENDANTS INTO WHITE, BLACK, OR OTHER, WHICH IS NOT SUFFICIENT. 
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	REASONS FOR SENTENCING DEPARTURE FROM SENTENCE GUIDELINE PLUS AN OPA STAFF MEMBER EXTRACTED/RECODED VALUES FROM THE TEXT FIELDS VARTXT1-VARTXTX WHENEVER POSSIBLE. 
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	ASSIGNS CASES TO ONE OF THE 12 POST-BOOKER REPORTING CATEGORIES BASED ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SENTENCE AND GUIDELINE RANGE AND THE REASON(S) GIVEN FOR BEING OUTSIDE OF THE RANGE.  
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